PACIFISM  AND  VIOLENCE
trary, the carnivore selects as his victim animals of the
kind. The remedy is the elimination of carnivores, that
is, the extinction of classes that live by preying on others,
Another assumption is that man, being what he is,
the sight of his defenceless victims will arouse his pity.
Now this assumption is not in itself ridiculous, but it
needs examination. Is it a historical fact that the
defencelessness of his victims has ever aroused man's
pity ? History records millions of opposite cases, of
Tamburlane and his atrocities, Attila and his Huns
(checked only by violence), Mohammedan incursions,
primitive skyings, the Danes and their monastic mas-
sacres. Can anyone m good faith advance the proposi-
tion that non-resistance defeats violence ? How could
slave-owning states exist, if peaceful submission touched
the hearts of die conquerors ? How could man bear
to slaughter perpetually the dumb unresisting races of
sheep, swine, and oxen ?
Moreover, the argument makes the usual bourgeois
error of eternalising its categories, the belief that there
is a kind of abstract Robinson Crusoe man of whose
actions definite predictions can be made. But how can
one seriously subsume under one category Tamburlane,
Socrates, a Chinese mandarin, a modem Londoner, an
Aztec priest, a Paleolithic hunter, and a Roman galley-
slave ? There is no abstract man, but men in different
networks of social relations, with similar heredities but
moulded into different proclivities by education and
the constant pressure of social being.
To-day, it is man in bourgeois social relations with
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